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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1 and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Applicant's Admitted Prior Art (hereinafter "AAPA") and Feuerstraeter et al. 
("Feuerstraeter") (U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2003/0058894). 

Regarding Claim 1, AAPA teaches an integrated circuit comprising: 
a system base chip configured for communicating over a vehicle data bus using 
the LIN (Local Interconnect Network) protocol, the system base chip including at least 
a system voltage supply, 
a system reset, and 

a monitoring function (AAPA, page 2, lines 11-14). 

AAPA does not expressly teach an interface circuit that, in a self-contained 
fashion, runs at least parts of a data bus protocol, and in particular the LIN protocol, that 
performs detection of the bit-rate of received data, and that is capable of passing on at 
least one received or transmitted byte, and 

a serial/parallel converter that makes use in its conversion of the bit-rate detected 
by the interface circuit. 



Application/Control Number: 10/534,164 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2111 

In the same field of endeavor (e.g., detection of data transfer rates in a bus 
system), Feuerstraeter teaches an interface circuit that, in a self-contained fashion, runs 
at least parts of a data bus protocol that performs detection of the bit-rate of received 
data, and that is capable of passing on at least one received or transmitted byte 
(Feuerstraeter, Figure 4, item 420, paragraphs 0044 and 0047), 

A serial/parallel converter that makes use in its conversion of the bit-rate 
detected by the interface circuit (Feuerstraeter, Figure 3, items 350/360, paragraph 
0037). 

Accordingly, It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill In the art at the 
time the Invention was made to have combined Feuerstraeter's teachings of detection of 
data transfer rates in a bus system with the teachings of AAPA, for the purpose of 
simplifying the ultimate system design; i.e., so that circuit designers could specify one 
integrated circuit rather than having to combine several circuits. 

Regarding Claim 6, AAPA teaches the use of an SCI/UART (Serial 
Communication Interface/Universal Asynchronous Receiver Transmitter) interface 
(AAPA, Page 1, lines 13-17). 

The motivation that was used in the combination of Claim 1, super, applies 
equally as well to Claim 6. 
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3. Claims 2 and 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
AAPA and Feuerstraeter as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Bongiorno 
et al. ("Bongiorno") (U.S. Patent No. 6,292,045). 

Regarding Claim 2, AAPA and Feuerstraeter teach an oscillator that acts as a 
clock-signal source and as a timebase for the bit-rate detection (Feuerstraeter, Figure 3, 
items 480/490, Page 4, paragraph 0044). 

AAPA and Feuerstraeter do not expressly teach wherein the oscillator is an R/C 
oscillator. 

In the same field of endeavor (e.g., electrical circuits which use clock sources), 
Bongiorno teaches the use of an R/C oscillator (Bongiorno, Column 1 , lines 1 6-21 ). 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have combined Bongiorno's teachings of electrical 
circuits which use clock sources with the teachings of AAPA and Feuerstraeter, for the 
purpose of providing an RC oscillator which has the ability to generate high frequency 
oscillations having a stable frequency characteristic. 

Regarding Claim 3, Bongiorno teaches wherein the clock signal generated by 
the R/C oscillator may also be provided to circuits outside the integrated circuit, and in 
particular to a microprocessor (Bongiorno, Column 1, lines 16-21). 

The motivation that was used in the combination of Claim 2, super, applies 
equally as well to Claim 3. 
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4. Claims 4 and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
AAPA and Feuerstraeter as applied to Claim 1 above, and further in view of Werle (U.S. 
Patent No. 5,778,002). 

Regarding Claims 4 and 5, AAPA and Feuerstraeter do not expressly teach 
wherein the interface circuit may also pass on complete messages and perform buffer- 
storage of data received or to be transmitted. 

In the same field of endeavor (e.g., multiplexing asynchronous high-speed and 
low-speed data into a single data stream for recordation), Werle teaches wherein an 
interface circuit may pass on complete messages by performing buffer-storage of data 
received or to be transmitted (Werle, Figure 1, item 14, Column 3, lines 13-27). 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have combined Werle's teachings of multiplexing 
asynchronous high-speed and low-speed data into a single data stream for recordation 
with the teachings of AAPA and Feuerstraeter, for the purpose of reducing latency of 
the system if the incoming data rate is slower than that which can be processed. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

5. Claims 7-10 are allowed. 

The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 
matter: 

Regarding Claim 7, as correctly argued by Applicant (see Response, pages 6- 
8), the prior art of record does not teach the claimed limitations of "monitor the vehicle 
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battery voltage; and provide a reset signal in response to the monitoring of the vehicle 
battery voltage", and also "detect a bit rate for the received analog signals in response 
to the detected LIN protocol header and with reference to a clock signal; and convert 
the analog signals to a digital data signal in response to the detected bit rate", in 
connection with the other limitations in the claim. 

Claims 8-10 are allowable due to a dependency on Claim 7. 

Prior Art of Record 

6. The prior art made of record and not relied upon (cited on the attached PTO-892 
form) is considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments, see pages 6-8, filed 11/23/2010, with respect to Claims 7- 
10 have been fully considered and are persuasive. The rejection of 8/23/2010 has been 
withdrawn. 

8. Applicant's arguments filed 1 1/23/201 0 with respect to Claims 1 -6 have been fully 
considered but they are not persuasive. 

Regarding Claim 1 , Applicant argues that "adding the SERDES chipset of the 
'894 reference, somehow modified for the LIN-protocol, would result in a solution that is 
not noticeably different from AAPA, which already provides a multi-chip solution 
requiring specially adapted chips and microcontrollers and does not correspond to the 
claim limitations." (Response, page 5, last paragraph). The examiner disagrees. 
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Contrary to Applicant's argument, it would have in fact been obvious to combine the 
teachings of Feuerstraeter with AAPA. Although it is believed that the wording that was 
previously used (i.e., "without using additional hardware") was adequate, the examiner 
has further clarified the motivation in the rejection above. As discussed in AAPA, the 
various components were known, however an external microcontroller was needed in 
order to provide the functionality of the claimed "interface circuit" and "serial/parallel 
converter". The proposed combination would result in all of the components being 
disposed in a single "integrated circuit" (as discussed below). As discussed in the 
Board decision of 1/12/2010 (see page 13), "those of ordinary skill in the electronics art 
were generally motivated to combine related functions in an integrated circuit for the 
purpose of simplifying the ultimate system design, i.e., so that circuit designers could 
specify one integrated circuit rather than having to combine several circuits", and "it 
would have been obvious to combine the interface and serial/parallel functions of 
Feuerstraeter with the functions of the AAPA base chip as an 'integrated circuit' to 
simplify the design and because the combination does not produce any different 
results." Accordingly, it is clear that one of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to combine the teachings of Feuerstraeter with AAPA. 

Also regarding Claim 1 , Applicant argues that "none of the cited references 
suggests a LIN-protocol solution with the recited elements arranged in a single 
integrated circuit." (Response, page 6, second paragraph). The examiner disagrees. 
Contrary to Applicant's argument, the combination of references does in fact teach the 
claimed "integrated circuit". As discussed in the Board decision of 1/12/2010 (see 
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pages 8-9), "Claim 1 does not define the physical structure of the 'integrated circuit.' 
Claim 1 does not require that the three elements are on the same chip; in fact, the 
recitation of a base chip indicates that the base chip is a separate chip. Although Figure 
1 shows the integrated circuit as a block diagram containing all the elements, claim 1 
does not require that the integrated circuit is contained in a package. An 'integrated 
circuit' can be made of separate integrated circuit elements, a known base chip and a 
separate interface circuit and a separate serial/parallel converter circuit. Thus, the term 
'integrated circuit' in claim 1 does not positively recite that all elements are the same 
chip or in the same package." Applicant also argues that "the '894 reference appears to 
teach away from such integration through the use of a frequency configuration unit and 
a frequency selector unit in each of the chips of the chipset disclosed by the '894 
reference". The examiner disagrees. Contrary to Applicant's argument, the serializer 
410 and deserializer 405 of Feuerstraeter are clearly combined into a single integrated 
circuit, see Figure 3, item 340 (i.e., a single unit consisting of both the serializer and 
deserializer), and paragraph 0042 (i.e., referring to the two components together as a 
"SERDES device"). Accordingly, it can be seen that the combination of references does 
in fact teach an "integrated circuit" to the extent that it is claimed. 

Therefore, these claims stand as previously rejected. 
9. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Faisal M. Zaman whose telephone number is 571-272- 
6495. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday thru Friday, 8 am - 5:30 pm, 
alternate Fridays. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mark Rinehart can be reached on 571-272-3632. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Faisal M Zaman/ 

Patent Examiner, Art Unit 21 1 1 



